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REMARKS 

This paper is filed in response to the Office Action mailed on 

May 17, 2005. Claims 1-16 and 18-37 were pending in the present application. The 

Office Action rejected claims 1-16, 18-29, and 31-37 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 

paragraph as allegedly being indefinite. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9 and 15 are rejected 

under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 2,049,344 

("Wittke"). Claims 3 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 

unpatentable over Wittke. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

allegedly being unpatentable over Wittke in view of U.S. Patent No. 2,483,241 

("Shepherd"). Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 

being unpatentable over Wittke. Claims 19-23, 25, 26 and 29 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Wittke in view of U.S. Patent 

No. 5,924,165 ("Gierer"). Claim 30 is allowed. Claims 6, 10, 11, 14, 24, 27, and 28 

are objected as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. 

Response to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 

In response to Examiner's concern regarding the indefiniteness of the phrase 

"disposed opposite," the applicants have amended the claim language to remove the 

phrase "disposed opposite" in favor of a more definite description in the relevant 

claims. 

In response to Examiner's concern regarding the definiteness of the 
description of the bead being hollow and. rectangular, the applicants note that such 
description is clearly understandable when considered in combination with the 
specification. Especially, Figs. 5C, 6C and 7C clearly illustrate the bead being hollow 
and rectangular. 

Therefore, claims 31, 32, 35, 36 and claims dependent therefrom are not 

indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, and therefore are allowable. 
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Claims 6 and 24 are allowable. 

The Office Action objected to claims 6 and 24 being dependent upon a 

rejected base claim, but allowable if rewritten in independent form including all the 

limitations of the base claims and any intervening claims. With this amendment, 

claims 6 and 24 are rewritten in independent form including all the limitations of the 

base claims and any intervening claims. Therefore, claims 6 and 24 are allowable. 

Claims 1 5 and its dependent claims are allowable. 

Claim 15 is allowable because it has been combined with allowable claim 17 

according to the Office Action of January 17, 2005. 

Claims 1 and 19 and claims dependent therefrom are allowable. 

Claims 1 and 19, as amended, recite a one of a vacuum cleaner having a caster 
assembly or a combination of a caster assembly and a tank, wherein the caster 
assembly includes, among other things, a housing comprising an outer shell having an 
upper portion in contact with an outer wall of the tank in a manner so that the caster 
assembly provides support to the tank. Having such an outer shell of the caster 
assembly in contact with an outer wall of the tank prevents the tank from being tipped 
over during its usage with the caster assembly. 

Neither of Wittke and Gierer disclose a caster assembly including a housing 
comprising an outer shell having an upper portion in contact with an outer wall of the 
tank in a manner so that the caster assembly provides support to the tank. On the 
other hand Wittke discloses a caster assembly having an upper portion that is not in 
contact with the outer wall of the tank. Moreover, there is no suggestion or 
motivation provided in either of Wittke and Gierer to provide a caster assembly 
including a housing comprising an outer shell having an upper portion in contact with 
an outer wall of the tank in a manner so that the caster assembly provides support to 
the tank. 
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It is clear that the prior art must teach or suggest each of the claim elements 
and must additionally provide a suggestion of, or an incentive for, the claimed 
combination of elements to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. See In re 
Oetiker, 24 U.S.P.Q.2d 1443, 1446 (Fed. Cir. 1992); Ex parte Clapp, 227 U.S.P.Q. 
972, 973 (Bd. Pat. App. 1985); In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981 (CCPA 1974) and M.P.E.P. 
§2143. Therefore, it follows that claims 1 and 19 and claims dependent therefrom 
are not rendered obvious by Wittke, Gierer either alone or in combination. 

Conclusion 

With all rejections being traversed, Applicants respectfully submit that this 
application is in a condition for allowance and an early action so indicating is 
respectfully requested. This response is being filed accompanied by a Petition for 
Extension of Time for one month and the requisite fee therefore, extending the 
deadline to file the response to September 19, 2005 (September 17 being Saturday). 
Therefore the response is timely filed, however, the Commissioner is authorized to 
charge any fee deficiency required by this paper, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No. 13-2855. 



Respectfully submitted, 




MARSHALL, GERSTEIN & BORUN LLP 
6300 Sears Tower 
233 South Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60606-6357 
(312)474-6300 n n 



September 19, 2005 



Chirag B. Pafel 
Reg. No. 50,555 
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